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1. INTRODUCTION 

 My full name is Adam Jeffrey Thompson.  For the past 20 years I have provided 

consulting services in the fields of urban economics, property market analysis and 

property development advisory.  For the past 16 years I have owned and managed 

two consulting firms that have provided services in these fields.  I am presently the 

director of Urban Economics Limited.   

 I have a Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln University (1998), a Master of 

Planning from Auckland University (2000) and a Dissertation in Urban Economics from 

the London School of Economics (2014). I have studied urban economics at Auckland 

University and environmental economics at Lincoln University.   

 I have undertaken over 900 economic and property market assessments for a range 

of private and public sector clients.   

 I have read the Environment Court's Code of Conduct and agree to comply with it. My 

qualifications as an expert are set out above. I confirm that the issues addressed in 

this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise.  

 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my 

opinions are set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my opinions. I have 

not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions I have expressed.   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses set out in the Environment 

Court's Practice Note 2014. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing my 

evidence and will continue to comply with it while giving oral evidence before the 

Environment Court. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. Except where I 

state I rely on the evidence of another person, I confirm that the issues addressed in 

this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise, and I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from my expressed 

opinions. 

3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 This evidence provides a response to a report entitled “Porirua City Future Urban 

Zone Economic Overview” which concludes that the site should not be rezoned to 

Future Urban Zone.     

3.1 Reports Reviewed 

 The following reports have been reviewed in the preparation of this report: 
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• Porirua City Future Urban Zone Economic Overview 

• Section 42A Report-Future Urban Zone 

• Porirua Commercially Feasible Residential Capacity Update, January 2020 

(the “PE2020 report”)  

• Porirua Feasible Residential Capacity Assessment, December 2021 (the 

“PE2021 report”) 

• PE Housing Demand Report 

• WCC HBA 

• Porirua City Council Medium Density Residential Development Feasibility 

Assessment. August 2019, The Property Group 

• Statement of Evidence of Philip Mark Osborne on Behalf of The New 

Plymouth District Council, 5 July 2021. 

 

4. KEY POINTS 

 Porirua has seen growth of total of 256 dwellings were built each year, on average, 

over the March 2020-2022 period. 

 Council’s expectation is that this growth will increase to 500 dwellings per annum.   

 Council have undertaken feasibility modelling and have concluded that there will be 

10,957 dwellings that are built in brown field areas, through infill and redevelopment, 

and 5,554 dwellings that will be built in new greenfield areas.   

 Of the 10,957 dwellings that are built in the brownfield areas, 6,833 (62%) are located 

with the commercial zones, which main includes the city centre.   

 Council expects only a few hundred apartments to be built in Porirua over the next 30 

years.  Council expects the majority of dwellings that are built within the commercial 

zones (6,637) to be terrace houses or stand alone houses.  This is unrealistic as 6,637 

terrace and stand alone houses within the commercial zones would displace almost all 

existing commercial buildings.  In my opinion, the capacity for housing within the city 

centre should not be expected to occur. 

 If the capacity for new housing within the commercial zones is excluded, the Council 

except that a total of 4,320 infill/redevelopment dwellings will occur in the residential 

zones under the PDP.  This is only marginally more than the Council expected 

dwellings under the ODP.  There is very little difference in the capacity for 

infill/redevelopment housing between the ODP and the PDP. 
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 There have been 46 infill/redevelopment dwellings per annum built under the ODP.   

This is expected to increase to 60 dwellings per annum under the PDP.  This will place 

greater pressure on greenfield housing to provide for future demand.  In particular, 

454 of the 500 dwellings demanded annually under the PDP will need to be met within 

the greenfield areas.   

 Within the Residential Zones, Mr Heath and Mr Osborne estimate only 55 dwellings 

(1% of total realised capacity) is expected to be realised for less than $600,000 under 

the PDP.  However, there is demand for 5,900 dwellings for under $600,000 (54% of 

all demand) meaning the greenfield locations will need to provide 5,850 dwellings for 

under $600,000.  Mr Heath and Mr Osborne’s model therefore confirms that the PDP 

will not enable housing that is in broad terms affordable or in-line with the demand of 

the average resident.  This outcome would result in ongoing high housing prices and 

rents, which Mr Heath and Mr Osborne indicate is normal or inevitable. This would 

have significant economic costs that would outweigh any of the benefits Mr Heath and 

Mr Osborne perceive to occur from intensification.  

 The modelling provided by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne confirms that infill and 

development housing under the PDP will not be affordable and will not the demand of 

the majority of the population.  This will mean the district will rely almost entirely on 

greenfield land to meet the future housing needs of the population.   

 Under the PDP a small number of owners, 9, control the greenfield land.  This is not 

sufficient to provide a competitive land market. 

 Based in my analysis, there is a need for additional owners of greenfield land, around 

20-25, to ensure affordable housing is able to be provided under the PDP.  Without 

this, housing will continue to be unaffordable, and the district will continue to incur 

significant economic costs from not having affordable housing.  These include higher 

living costs, lower population growth and lower business growth. 

 At present, the average price of a new dwelling in Porirua is $963,000.  Under the 

PDP these high prices are expected to continue.  The Council analysis has not 

considered the price of housing that is demanded, or able to be supplied under the 

PDP.  This is a fundamental requirements for an economic analysis and is required 

under the NPS-UD.   

5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING  

 As a preface to my evidence, it may be helpful to briefly provide some high-level 

comments on affordable housing.   

 Affordable housing is the biggest public policy issue in New Zealand.  New Zealand 

presently has the second least affordable housing in the world, with a median income 
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to dwelling price ratio of 11.21.  The least affordable housing in the world is Hong Kong 

with a ratio of 23.2.  However, given Hong Kong has a property tax instead of an 

income tax, it is potentially the case that New Zealand has the least affordable 

housing in the world.  The economic costs of this are significant.   

 The simple reason why housing is unaffordable is not enough housing is being built.  

The solution is to build more housing and prices will come down.  This is the economic 

law of supply and demand.  

 The residential capacity models required by the NPS-UD estimate the prices of 

dwellings that can be supplied to the market.  Information on house prices expected 

under a proposed district plans is fundamental to determine the volume of new houses 

that are supplied, and whether demand is met.  

 The question becomes how a district plan can enable a volume of housing to be built 

that fully meets demand.  This can be explained with a hypothetical example.  If an 

individual building company in Porirua was able to build 3- bedroom houses in the 

$500,000 - $700,000 price range it could sell several hundred, or several thousand, 

within a few weeks.  However, if this same building company could only build 3-

bedroom houses in the $1,000,000 - $1,200,000 price range, it could only sell 10 or so 

in a few weeks.  The reason is most people can afford houses in the $500,000 - 

$700,000 price range but not the $1,000,000 - $1,200,000 price range.  The current 

Porirua housing market is characterised by builders that can only build 3-bedroom 

houses in the $1,000,000 - $1,200,000 price range.  Consequently, demand is not met 

and fewer residents come to the city and more residents leave.   

 This raises the question of whether the Porirua District Plan could enable builders to 

build 3-bedroom houses in the $500,000 - $700,000 price range? The answer is yes, 

and the evidence is that the country’s second largest and second fastest growing city 

does.   

 A large proportion of houses that are built in Christchurch houses in the $500,000 - 

$700,000 price range are in greenfield subdivisions.  These have lower upfront land 

costs, often around $25,000 per house, and this is reflected in the lower end price of 

the house.  However, in other major cities the upfront land cost in greenfield 

subdivisions is over $200,000 per house, and therefore the end house price is 

inevitably higher.  The lower upfront greenfield land cost is possible in Christchurch 

because the City has several hundred live-zoned and serviced greenfield development 

properties that are available to prospective developers at any one time.  As a result, 

many developers enter the market and are able to build new houses at any one point 

in time.  By comparison other medium sized cities, e.g. Hamilton, have only 10-20 live-

zoned and serviced greenfield development properties, and therefore only a small 

 
1 Demographia International Housing Affordability, 2022 Edition. 
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number of developers can enter the market supply new lots to the market at any one 

point in time.  The technical way to understand a greenfield land market is therefore to 

account for three variables – annual housing demand, the number of competitors in 

the market and the market share that each competitor has.  This is the approach 

adopted by the Commerce Commission and other similar government entities 

overseas. 

 Local authorities can enable a proportion of growth through infill/redevelopment and a 

proportion of growth through greenfield development.  This enables infrastructure to 

be planned.  Each housing market can then be assessed separately to determine 

whether it will meet demand, by dwelling type and price.   

 Irrespective of the proportion of growth that a district plan allocates to greenfield 

areas, which can be as low as 30% in some district plans, there needs to be an 

efficient greenfield market.  This requires consideration of the annual demand, the 

number of competitors in the market and the market share that each competitor has.  I 

have completed 8-10 assessments of the competitiveness of greenfield housing 

markets for proposed district plans across New Zealand.  The notable finding from 

these assessments is that a large number of greenfield developments, typically 25-50 

are required to ensure a competitive land market exists over the ten-year life of a 

District Plan.  This is because as individual developments are completed, there are 

fewer developments over the life of the plan and the market quickly becomes less 

competitive.  This presents the fundamental challenge, namely how to simultaneously 

enable a competitive greenfield land market, which requires at least 25 plus zoned 

and serviced development properties, while promoting a compact city objective.  

Given the unaffordability of housing in New Zealand, and Porirua, it is almost certainly 

the case that in terms of economic costs and benefits, the costs of unaffordable 

housing would outweigh the benefits of a compact city, and therefore affordable 

housing should be given priority.   

 In summary, affordable housing is the most important economic issue facing New 

Zealand and in my opinion the evidence shows it can be achieved in cities that enable 

a competitive greenfield land market in their district plan.  The NPS-UD outlines and 

its supporting technical documents outline the methodology for achieving affordable 

housing.   

6. DWELLING SUPPLY 

 This section provides an overview of the price and quantity of dwellings supplied in 

Porirua District.   

6.1 Total Dwelling Sale Prices 
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 Figure 1 shows the dwelling sales prices for Porirua for the previous year.  The main 

points to note are: 

• The average dwelling sale price is $963,000. 

• The average sale price for a stand alone dwelling is $988,000. 

• The average sale price for a terrace house is $ 766,000. 

• A large proportion of dwellings (47%) sold were in the $700,000 - $1 

million price range.   

• Only 4% of dwelling sakes were for less than $400,000.   

• Only 6% of dwelling sales where for less than $500,000 

• Only 9% of dwellings sales were for less than $600,000.   

Figure 1: Dwelling Sale Prices Porirua District (April 2021-2022) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The average dwelling sale price of $963,000 is unaffordable for most households.  

The simple reason for this is not enough dwellings are being built.  The following 

sections provide an explanation of why not enough dwellings are being built in Porirua 

and whether this can be expected to change under the PDP.     

6.2 New Dwelling Sale Prices 

 New dwellings are typically more expensive than existing dwellings.  Figure 2 shows 

the price of new dwellings completed over the past two-year period.  This has relied 

upon Code Compliance Certificates (“CCC”) which are issued on the completion of a 

dwelling.  The main points to note are: 
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• The average sale price of a newly constructed stand alone dwelling is 

$1.44 million. 

• The average sale price of a newly completed terrace house is $1.07 

million.   

• The cost of new dwellings is prohibitively expensive for the majority of 

households looking to enter the Porirua housing market.  This present 

significant economic and social costs and diminishes the Porirua 

economy by tens of millions of dollars annually.  

Figure 2: Average Sale Price Greenfield and Infill Areas  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.3 Completed Dwellings Under ODP 2020-2022 

 This section presents the findings of an analysis of the dwellings that have been built 

over the past two years under the ODP.  This has relied upon Code Compliance 

Certificates (“CCC”) which are issued on the completion of a dwelling.  This is the 

most reliable source data for dwelling completions.  It is potentially the most useful 

data available to understand the future housing market under the PDP, because there 

are very few differences between the ODP and PDP in terms of infill/redevelopment 

and greenfield capacity2.    

 Figures 3 and 4 show the quantity and location of greenfield and infill/redevelopment 

dwelling completions for the two-year period (ending March 2022).  Note that this is 

presented as ‘average annual figures’ (i.e. the number of dwellings built each year on 

average).  The main points to note are: 

• A total of 256 dwellings were built each year.  This is approximately half 

(51%) of the 500 dwellings demanded per annum, indicating a further 

244 dwellings per annum are required to keep pace with demand 

(PE2021, Table 14).   

• Of the 256 dwellings built annually, 210 (82%) were on greenfield sites, 

and 46 (18%) were in infill/redevelopment sites.  This shows 

infill/redevelopment construction has a minor role in dwelling 

construction, which is a typical infill/redevelopment ratio for small-

medium cities.  Infill/redevelopment typically only occurs to any 

 
2 Both the ODP and PDP enable small lot infill/redevelopment as restricted discretionary activities (I rely on Ms Stephanie 
Blick’s advice on this matter).  Therefore, the infill/redevelopment capacity will not materially changed between the ODP and 
PDP.    
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significant extent in cities that have significant congestion and housing 

affordability issues.    

• Infill/redevelopment has occurred across the City.  Titahi Bay has 

accounted for one third of all infill/redevelopment and this is likely to 

reflect the high number of larger lots, of around 1,000m2, which typically 

present easy opportunities for rear lot subdivision of relatively large lots 

(e.g. of 500m2).    

• Only 46 infill/redevelopment dwellings occurred annually over the past 

two year period.  Given the PDP does not materially increase the 

potentially for infill/redevelopment when compared to the ODP, this 

means that greenfield land will need to account for approximately 454 

dwellings annually to keep pace with demand (of 500 dwellings per 

annum).    

 

Figure 3:  Completed Dwellings by Suburb March 2020-2022 (p.a.) 
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Figure 4: Completed Dwellings in Greenfield & Infill Locations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: PCC, Urban Economics 
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7. DWELLING DEMAND 

7.1 PCC Housing Demand  

 The PE Housing Demand report was commissioned to estimate dwelling demand by 

type.  An analysis of dwelling demand by type and price is required under the NPS-

UD3 and is more generally a basic requirement for understanding the economics of 

supply and demand.  The PE Housing Demand report does not provide any analysis 

of the price of housing demanded and therefore does not meet the requirements of the 

NPS-UD and does not provide a useful economic analysis to inform the PDP.     

 The PE 2021 report relies on Sense Partners projections, which estimate demand for 

4,960 dwellings for the 10-year period ending 2031 (Table 14, page 17).  This equates 

to annual demand for 500 dwellings, excluding the NPS-UD 20% buffer.  This demand 

figure has been adopted for the analysis in this report.   

7.2 Demand for Dwellings by Size, Household Type and Price Point 

 This section evaluates the demand for housing in terms of the amount a household 

can raise on a mortgage (based on their household type and income) and the size of 

the house that they generally require, in terms of the number of bedrooms to 

accommodate the occupants. 

 Figure 5 shows the household income by household type (single, couple single parent 

family, family with children) for Porirua City.  23% of households earn less than 

$40,000 per annum and 46% of households earn less than $70,000 per annum.  

These low-middle income households tend to have greater challenges affording 

housing, either in terms of weekly rent or mortgage payments. 

Figure 5: Household Income by Household Type for Porirua City 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
3 NPS-UD: Policy 1(a(i)) 



 Page 12/48 

 

 Figures 6 and 7 display the amount a household can raise on a mortgage by 

household type4.  The mortgage amounts are calculated using industry information on 

the maximum mortgage that each group can access5. The key points to note are: 

• The 17% of households earning less than $30,000 cannot currently raise 

a mortgage. 

• 41% of households can raise a mortgage of $400,000 or less.  

• 12% of households can raise a mortgage of $400,000 - $600,000.  

• 54% of households can raise a mortgage of $600,000 or less. 

Figure 6: Household Mortgage Potential by Income Bracket and Household Type for 

Porirua City 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Household Mortgage Potential by Income Bracket and Household Type for 

Porirua City 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Statistics NZ, ANZ, Urban Economics 

 
4 Multi-family household types and other less common household types were excluded from this analysis. Households that 
rent are included in this analysis, as rent payments for dwellings of each value range are broadly equivalent to mortgage 
payments for the same value range.    
5 Each household type was entered into ANZ’s online tool for maximum mortgage borrowing. Each household was assumed to 
have one car. Couples with children were assumed to have two children.  

54% of 
households 
can raise a 

mortgage of 
$600,000 or 

less 
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7.3 Prices of Recent Sales vs Dwellings that Households can Afford 

to Purchase 

 The following figures display the proportion of recent sales by price and mortgage that 

households can raise in Porirua City (referred to as “demand” in the figure) and the 

demand supply differentials.  It is evident that the majority of recent sales are in the 

$600,000 plus price bracket).  This highlights that Porirua’s housing market does not 

currently provide for lower income households that seek a dwelling in the under 

$600,000 price bracket.  As shown below, only 9% of dwellings sold in Porirua are 

under $600,000, however 54% of demand is for dwellings of under $600,000.  This is 

resulting in significant economic and social costs and does not meet the provisions of 

the NPS-UD6.    

Figure 8: Dwelling Demand vs Recent Sales (April 2021 – April 2022) by Mortgage 

Bracket 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        Source: Statistics NZ, ANZ, Urban Economics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6 NPS-UD: Policy 1(a(i)) 

Mortgage Bracket ($000’s) 
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          Figure 9: Recent Sales Supply Shortfall/Surplus 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. DWELLING CAPACITY UNDER THE PDP 

 This section evaluates the capacity for dwellings under the PDP.  This is assessed in 

terms of Theoretical Capacity (the dwellings that are enabled by the PDP provisions), 

Commercially Feasible Capacity (the dwellings that are commercially feasible to build) 

and Realisable Capacity (the dwellings that are reasonably expected to be realized 

under the PDP).  It is the realisable capacity that is of most importance to the District 

Plan review, and in particular the Silverwood submission.  

8.1 Theoretical Capacity 

 Theoretical capacity is the number of dwellings that can be built within the District Plan 

rules on the relevant zoned land.  It does not account for commercial feasibility or 

other constraints, such as infrastructure availability. 

 The PE2020 report identifies theoretical capacity for 36,084 dwellings under the ODP 

(Table 3, page 30).  The PE2021 report identifies theoretical capacity for 144,573 

dwellings under the PDP (Table 10, page 14).  The significant increase between the 

capacity estimates for the ODP and PDP is a result of: 

• The exclusion of commercial zone land from the PE2020 report and the 

inclusion of commercial zone land in the PE2021 report.  The PE2021 

report identifies that 53,392 dwellings (37%) can be built in commercial 

zone land (Table 12, page 15). 

• The PE2021 report appears to assume very small lot sizes, of around 

100m2, and a three storey dwellings will predominate (inferred from the 

small buildable land area assumptions of 50m2 for a stand alone dwelling 

of 40m2 for a terrace dwelling, page 4). 

 

 The theoretical capacity estimates are considered fanciful because it is not possible to 

build 53,392 stand alone and terrace dwellings in the commercial zones, and there is 
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limited demand for stand alone and terrace houses with small footprints of 40-50m2.  

The PE2021 report does not provide a profile of the dwellings that are able to be built 

by type, lot size, dwelling size, storeys, and price point.  This is a fundamental 

requirement for an economic assessment of a housing market for a District Plan 

review and is required by the NPS-UD.       

8.2 Commercially Feasible Capacity 

 The PE2020 report concludes the Operative District Plan has sufficient capacity to 

meet demand until 2043 however that there is a small shortfall by 2048 of 1,600 

dwellings (table 19, page 48). 

 The PE2021 report concludes the Proposed District Plan has sufficient capacity to 

meet demand to 2051, with 2,533 more supply than demand over this period (table 15, 

page 17).   

 The PE reports do not consider whether the price of dwellings that are feasible aligns 

with the demand for dwellings by price.  This is a basic requirement of an economic 

assessment and the NPS-UD and is necessary to enable an information conclusion on 

the Silverwood submission.  

8.3 Realisable Capacity 

 The NPS-UD requires an estimate of ‘reasonable expected to be realized capacity’7.  

For consistency with the PE reports this is referred to as ‘realisable capacity’.  The 

main difference in the realisable capacity estimates between the PE2020 and PE2021 

reports is due to residential capacity being anticipated in the commercial zones in the 

PE2021 report.  The PE2021 report estimates that under the PDP, out of the total 

realisable capacity of 10,957 dwellings, 6,833 (62%) are on commercial zone land.  By 

comparison, the PE2020 report does not estimate any realisable capacity in 

commercial zoned for the ODP.   

 Porirua has 50 hectares of commercial zone land under the PDP.  The majority (40 

hectares) is in the CBD.  An additional 6,833 dwellings across 50 hectares of land 

would result in one dwelling per 110m2 of commercial zone land.  With regard to the 

capacity for 6,833 dwellings in commercial zone land, the PE2021 report states: 

“Similarly, although the feasible max profit option indicated capacity for 4,096 

Apartments, only 196 are expected to be realized by the market.  Porirua is 

yet to see any large-scale apartment development enter its market.  Demand for 

apartment is typically a smaller proportion of the New Zealand market and 

Porirua directly competes with Wellington for this demand.   

 
7 NPS-UD: Provision 3.2(2(c)) 
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However, it should be noted that neither the Theoretical or Feasible Model 

accounts for the ground floor retail that may or may not be imposed on the 

residential development in the centre.  This requirement may necessitate 

above grade apartments be built in the Centre Zone in favour of the 

Standalone and Terraced options” (page 16, PE 2021, emphasis added) 

 

 The PE2021 report therefore estimates realisable capacity for 196 apartments and 

6,637 stand alone and terrace houses within the commercial zones.  This however 

does not meet the definition of realisable capacity (i.e. reasonable expected to be 

realized) under the NPS-UD for two reasons.  First, the majority of the commercial 

zone land is currently developed and it would not be feasible to demolish an existing 

commercial building to replace it with stand alone and terrace dwellings.  Second, 

there is insufficient land within the commercial zones to accommodate 6,637 stand 

alone and terrace houses, as this would effectively displace the majority of commercial 

activity from the commercial zones.  If this were to occur, it would undermine the 

commercial function of the commercial zones.   

 There appears to be a significant error in the PE2021 report. Namely, only 196 

apartments are estimated to be realisable in the commercial zones, however of the 

6,637 realisable stand alone and terrace houses in the commercial zones, given they 

require retail at grade, this would “necessitate above grade apartments”.  This 

effectively means that the 6,637 realisable stand alone and terrace houses in the 

commercial zones are actually apartments (multiple level building of concrete/steel 

rather than timber construction) however it was previously concluded in the PE2021 

report that apartments are not expected to be realized.  By implication, the total 

estimated realisable capacity of 10,957 dwellings appears to be incorrect, and the 

PE2021 report appears to conclude that total realisable capacity is only 4,320 

dwellings, only marginally more than that estimated for the ODP in the PE2020 report 

(2,926 dwellings, Table 13, page 41).   

 I requested information from the capacity model prepared by Mr Osborne and Mr 

Heath on price, type size and lot size of dwellings that are estimated to be realised 

capacity under the PDP.  This resulted in expert conferencing and the preparation of a 

Joint Witness Statement in which it was agreed that this information was 

pertinent/necessary for understanding housing affordability and housing supply under 

the PDP.  Subsequently Mr Osborne provided the following table of outputs from his 

capacity model, as presented in the PE2021 Report.   
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Figure 10: PE2021 Realised Capacity Model Output Data 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The table presented in Figure 10 includes information on the price, size and lot size of 

dwellings, for All Zones (the residential and commercial zones combined) and the 

commercial zones.  The percentage figures and yellow highlighting has been inserted.  

The key points to note from Figure 10 are: 

• Mr Heath and Mr Osborn estimate realised capacity for 6,719 Terrace Houses 

and Stand Alone dwellings within the Commercial Zones.  These dwellings 

are on lots of 50-100m2.  In total, these dwellings would utilise 46 hectares of 

Commercial Zone land.  This is the majority of the 50 hectares of Commercial 

Zone land under the PDP.  This outcome is practically impossible as it would 

need to displace nearly all business activity from the Commercial Zones.  It is 

unlikely that there is demand for these small terrace and stand alone 

dwellings in the Commercial Zones, given they have an average lot size of 

80m2, an average floor area of 80m2 and an average price of $870,000.  Mr 
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Heath and Mr Osborne rely on this realised capacity (80sqm dwellings on 

80sqm lots) in the Commercial Zones to provide for 63% of the districts future 

housing needs.  This is unrealistic.  If it were to eventuate (hypothetically) it 

would undermine the Commercial zones and the economy.  In my opinion 

there should be no reliance on this capacity to meet the district’s future 

housing needs, and instead the district should rely solely on the residential 

zones.     

• Within the Residential Zones, Mr Heath and Mr Osborne estimate total 

realised capacity for 4,074 dwellings, comprised of 61% terraced houses and 

35% stand alone houses.  The average price of these is $870,000.   

• Within the Residential Zones, Mr Heath and Mr Osborne estimate only 55 

dwellings (1% of total realised capacity) is expected to be realised for less 

than $600,000 under the PDP.  However, there is demand for 5,900 dwellings 

for under $600,000 (54% of all demand) meaning the greenfield locations will 

need to provide 5,850 dwellings for under $600,000.  Mr Heath and Mr 

Osborne’s model therefore confirms that the PDP will not enable housing that 

is in broad terms affordable or in-line with the demand of the average resident.  

This outcome would result in ongoing high housing prices and rents, which Mr 

Heath and Mr Osborne indicate is normal or inevitable. This would have 

significant economic costs that would outweigh any of the benefits Mr Heath 

and Mr Osborne perceive to occur from intensification.  

• In my correspondence with Property Economics, they noted that the realised 

capacity model outputs provided are at current prices, and that some 

infill/redevelopment dwellings could be provided at a lower price, as long as 

the profit margin of 20% was available to the developer.  In my opinion the 

evidence does not support his hypothesis.  Namely, in Auckland, the upzoning 

of residential property to enable infill/redevelopment resulted in a 

commensurate increase in the value of those properties, as developers 

quickly bided the prices up to reflect the development potential8.  The net 

result in Auckland since the AUP has been operative (2016) has been an 

ongoing increase in the price of dwellings, with less affordability, and this is 

likely to reflect the historic shortage and the preference consumers have for 

larger family dwellings rather than small terrace houses.  Given the Auckland 

experience with upzoning has not resulted in affordable housing, and I am not 

aware of any evidence that supports the opposite, I do not consider Mr 

 
8 The study concluded that “Upzoning significantly increases the redevelopment premium but the 
overall effect on house prices depends on the economic potential for site redevelopment, with 
underdeveloped properties appreciating relative to intensively developed properties.” (The effect of 
upzoning on house prices and redevelopment premiums in Auckland, New Zealand’, 2020, Ryan 
Greenaway-McGrevy, Gail Pacheco, Kade Sorensen) 
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Osborn’s theory can be relied upon, and instead his estimated dwellings 

prices under the PDP are the most likely future outcome.   

• The modelling provided by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne confirms that infill and 

development housing under the PDP will not be affordable and will not the 

demand of the majority of the population.  This will mean the district will rely 

almost entirely on greenfield land to meet the future housing needs of the 

population.   

 Mr Heath and Mr Osborne have not considered the price of dwellings expected to be 

supplied under the PDP or the price of dwellings that are demanded under the PDP.  

The economic law of supply and demand shows that the price of a good impacts the 

quantity supplied (refer to section 10 of this evidence).  It is therefore not possible to 

undertake and economic analysis of the housing market under the PDP without 

considering the price of dwellings.  For this reason, the analysis and modelling 

provided by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne does not meet the basic requirements of an 

economic analysis and therefore does not provide any basis for understanding 

whether the PDP would enable an efficient housing market that meets the housing 

needs of future residents.   

8.4 Commercial Feasibility Sample Analysis 

 A sample of 12 infill/redevelopment properties and 6 greenfield lots have been 

evaluated to determine the commercial feasibility of their development.  These 

properties have been chosen at random that had subdivision potential within the 

general residential and medium density residential zones. For each site, a small, 

medium and large dwelling scenario has been evaluated. 

 A summary table of development feasibility assessments is displayed in Figure 11. 

Detailed commercial feasibility assessments are provided in Appendix 1. The key 

points to note from the summary table below are: 

• Only one infill stand alone property are commercially feasible.   

• No terrace house redevelopment properties are commercially feasible. 

• Two thirds of the greenfield site properties were commercially feasible 

for terrace house development.    
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Figure 10: Development Feasibility Assessment Summary Table 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 In summary, this indicates that the infill and redevelopment properties have a low level 

of commercial feasibility.  This is confirmed by the analysis of the actual builds that 

have occurred over the past two year, with only 46 infill and development dwelling 

being completed annually (refer Section 3.3).  This is also confirmed by the analysis 

completed by The Property Group in their 2019 report which evaluated the commercial 

feasibility of medium density housing:  

“The feasibility assessment has demonstrated that whilst there are areas 

suitable for development, medium density development is challenging in current 

market conditions. Increasing land and construction costs over the last five years 

means that unless the price of medium density residential dwellings rises 

significantly, transition of sites from low density to medium density is unlikely. 

Notional development sites in the suburb of Whitby were the only projects that 
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achieved a level of profitability that the market would potentially pursue to the 

next step of due diligence.” (page 4) 

 
 In summary, the level of infill/redevelopment that occurred under the ODP provides 

the most reliable basis for predicting the level of infill/redevelopment that will occur 

under the PDP, as there is no material change to the level of infill/redevelopment that 

can occur between the two plans.  However, as a conservative assumption, it is 

assumed that 60 infill/redevelopment dwellings will occur annually under the PDP.    

9. ANALYSIS OF COMPETITIVE LAND & DEVELOPMENT MARKETS 

UNDER THE PDP 

 The NPS-UD requires an evaluation of whether there is a competitive land and 

development market. The Herfindahl-Hirschman index9 (H-H) is an industry best 

practice tool used to measure market concentration. Authorities that deal with 

regulating the competitiveness of markets such as the Commerce Commission 

domestically and the US Department of Justice use the Herfindahl-Hirschman (H-H) 

Index to measure whether markets are or will become too concentrated if particular 

mergers occur, in order to ensure competitive markets. Most notably, the Commerce 

Commission have used the H-H index to assess the competitiveness of the 

supermarket and telecommunications sectors in New Zealand over recent years. The 

US Department of Justice considers HH index values between 1,500 – 2,500 to be 

moderately concentrated markets and values in excess of 2,500 to be highly 

concentrated markets. 

 The H-H index is considered to be the best tool in determining the competitiveness of 

an urban land market, with respect to achieving the following objectives and policies 

from the NPS-UD: 

Objective 2: “Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting 

competitive land and development markets”),  

Policy 1 (a(i)): “Planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban 

environments, which are urban environments that, as a minimum meet the 

needs, in terms of type, price, and location, of different households”, 

and Policy 1 (d): “Planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban 

environments, which are urban environments that, as a minimum support, and 

limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the competitive operation of land 

and development markets”. 

 
 Highly concentrated land and development markets (H-H values greater than 2,500) 

lead to monopolistic market structure, whereby the producers (developers) have an 

 
9 The Herfindahl-Hirschman index is calculated by squaring each supplier’s market shares and then summing them. The maximum value is 

10,000.  
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exclusive power of the supply of dwellings to the market and therefore are price-

markers. This discourages competition and leads to higher prices.  As a result, a 

highly concentrated land and development market is unlikely to meet the above 

relevant policies and objective of the NPS-UD.  

 Figure 12 outlines the locations of the current supply of live zoned greenfield and FUZ 

land.  Across the Porirua City there are 9 locations of live zoned greenfield land (586 

Ha), and 3 locations of FUZ land (482 Ha).  

 Of the live-zoned greenfield land, Plimmerton Farms is the largest site with 383 ha, 

followed by Pauatahanui with 74 ha. All other remaining locations are significantly 

smaller. 

Figure 11: Location of Current Supply of Greenfield Land 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: PCC, Urban Economics 
 
 

 An H-H index analysis has been undertaken for the Porirua City land market under the 

PDP.  Figures 13 and 14 display the H-H index values likely to occur in the Porirua 
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City land market based on both the current supply of live zoned greenfield land, and 

the supply of live zoned greenfield land plus Future Urban Zone (FUZ) land. The 

analysis adopts greenfield demand of 440 dwellings per annum in and an individual 

developer supply capped at 100 dwellings per annum (this generally reflects the 

maximum amount a greenfield developer can supply to the market in any given year 

accounting for physical and market limitations). To account for limitations for potential 

developments to enter the market over a ten-year time period, it is assumed that 30% 

of the estimated capacity is land banked, accounting for ongoing farming or lack of 

desire or capability to develop the land.  

 The key points to note from the figures below are: 

Live Zoned Land Scenario 
 

 

 

Live Zoned Land Plus FUZ Land Scenario 

 

 

 

 The number of competitors and the total quantity of lots in a residential greenfield 

market significantly contributes to the level of concentration that occurs. As shown in 

the FUZ land scenario in Figure 14, the addition of more competitors and 

lots/dwellings supplied results in a notably more competitive market. This highlights a 
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significant addition of greenfield land, including all current FUZ land, to meet Policy 

1(a(i), Policy 1(d) and Objective 2 of the NPS-UD.  The H-H index analysis establishes 

that basic rule that a supply of approximately 9,000 lots across 16 medium-large 

developments is required in any one year to ensure there is a competitive greenfield 

land market in Porirua City.   

Figure 12: Porirua City Live Zone Greenfield Land Market Concentration 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Figure 13: Porirua City Live Zone plus Future Urban Zone Greenfield Land Market 

Concentration 
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10. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DWELLING QUANTITY & PRICE 

 The law of demand says that at higher prices, buyers will demand less of an economic 

good (in this case housing). The law of supply says that at higher prices, sellers will 

supply more of an economic good. These two laws interact to determine the actual 

market price and volume of goods that are traded on a market. To put this in simple 

terms, if the price of housing is high, fewer people will be able to afford a house, and 

demand will not be fully met.  This would result in over-crowding, more people leaving 

the district, and fewer people coming to the district.   

 Figure 15 outlines an indicative demand and supply curve for Porirua City.  The 

demand curve is shown with the blue line.  The demand curve shows the relationship 

between the price of dwellings and the quantity of dwellings demanded.  Two supply 

curves are shown with orange lines.  Supply curve 1 shows the ‘current market’ in 

Porirua City, in which the average price of dwellings is $963,000 and the quantity 

demanded annually at this price is 270 dwellings.  Supply curve 2 shows the ‘future 

potential market’.  This depicts the market sought by the District Plan which has the 

quantity demanded annually of 500 dwellings.  To achieve this quantity of dwellings 

demanded annually, the price of dwellings needs to reduce.  Under this indicative 

example, the average price of dwellings would need to reduce to $500,000 to enable 

annual demand for 500 dwellings to be realised.  This is because residents would only 

choose to live in Porirua if dwellings are available at a lower price.  A similar example 

can be provided for cars – if electric cars decreased in price (e.g. to $30,000) demand 

would increase.   

 It should be noted that the average dwelling price that would enable the demand 

forecast has not been estimated.  This can however be estimated by calculating the 

price elasticity of demand.  This would quantify the impact that price has on the 

number of people decided to reside in Porirua, and is quite topical given the recent 

exodus from the main cities to smaller regional locations, which is in large part due to 

house prices.  An estimate of the price elasticity of demand would be a useful 

assessment for the plan review process, given affordable housing is the most 

important issue facing the District.   
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Future Potential Market

Current Market

Supply increases from Supply 
Curve 1 to Supply Curve 2

Figure 14: Demand & Supply Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          Source: Urban Economics 

 

11. NPS-UD & RMA 

 Mr. Osborne and Mr. Heath in their report entitled Porirua Future Urban Zone 

Economic Overview (April 2022) state: 

As indicated above the assessment of effects of ‘excess’ greenfield land 

and FUZ is not simply based on market effects but on the impacts of the 

PDP to meet its objectives.  UFD-01 of the PDP stated ‘Porirua growth in 

a planned, cohesive, compact and structured way.  UFD-02 stated “there 

is a sufficient supply of land available at all times to meet the City’s 

medium term hosing, commercial, industrial and recreational needs. 

 

Ultimately the ability for Porirua to grow in a compact way will be 

impacted by both the level of zoned greenfield land and the indication 

provided to the market of the level of growth expected to be 

accommodate within FUZ land.   

Historically Porirua has accommodated a significant proportion of its 

growth in greenfield area.  As identified above this accommodation has 

potentially led to economic and social inefficiencies. 

 

Over the same time land and house priced have continued to rise in line 

with national growth rates.  This national issue has led to the 
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development of the NPS UD that not only seeks to provide for sufficient 

residential capacity within territory authority area , but to provide these 

efficiently through compact urban form and intensified development.  

(page 24-25).   

 

 Mr. Osborne and Mr. Heath have constrained their analysis with the assumption that 

the PDP and NPS-UD objectives support infill/redevelopment and discourage 

greenfield development.  However, neither the PDP or NPS-UD seek to do this, 

instead both require the benefits of the efficient operation of the housing market (i.e. 

affordable housing and economic growth) to be weighed against the benefits of a 

compact urban form (i.e. reduced transport costs).  An economic analysis should not 

in general be constrained at the outset by a proposed policy, rather policy should be 

based on economic (and other) analysis.  This incorrect interpretation of the PDP and 

NPS-UD appears to have resulted in Mr. Osborne and Mr. Heath not evaluating the 

quantity and price of housing required for an efficient market, which is the fundamental 

task of an economist in a district plan review.  Instead, the assumption that the PDP 

and NPS-UD objectives require intensification appear to be used as a basis for not 

considering the impact of residential land use policy on housing prices and quantity.   

 The supply and demand curve provides the economic law to evaluate residential land 

use policy.  The law states that supply and demand can only be understood as a 

function of both quantity and price.   

 The NPS-UD replaced the NPS-UDC in 2020.  The concept of demand has not 

changed significantly in the NPS-UD (e.g. s3.28 and Policy 1). The NPS-UD includes 

a range of additional considerations, including Objective 2 which requires 

consideration of “competitive land and development markets” (as below).  This further 

supports the concept of demand in terms of price and also potentially enables 

consideration of market concentration issues (in which one land owner has undue 

control over supply in a locality).   

“Objective 2: Planning decisions improve housing affordability by 

supporting competitive land and development markets.”  NPS-UD   

 
12. SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS  

 The Porirua City Council (“PCC”) housing capacity estimates, prepared by Property 

Economics Ltd, have been based on the incorrect assumption that the Proposed 

District Plan (“PDP”) and NPS-UD seek intensification as their objective.  Instead, the 

PDP and NPS-UD require a diverse range of factors to be assessed when preparing 

land use policy10.  This incorrect assumption has led to the capacity estimates, and 

 
10 NPS-UD: Objective 2, NPS-UD: Policy 1(a(i)), NPS-UD: Policy 1(d) 
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supporting analysis, not presenting any economic analysis of house prices under the 

PDP.     

 The NPS-UD requires that the price of housing that is supplied and demanded is 

estimated11.  This has not been completed and the PDP therefore does not meet the 

evidential requirements of the NPS-UD.   

 The economic analysis of the housing market under the PDP can only be assessed by 

assessing the relationship between housing quantity and housing price, namely the 

supply and demand curve.  This is an economic law that states as the price decreases 

the quantity demanded increases, and as the price increases the quantity demanded 

decreases.  The PCC capacity estimates consider the quantity of housing however do 

not consider the price of housing. It is therefore not an economic analysis.  In order to 

complete an economic analysis of a housing market for at proposed plan, in my view 

the following questions need to be answered (and are required by to be answered 

under the NPS-UD): 

1. What quantity of dwellings are expected to be realised by type and price, 

within infill and greenfield locations? 

2. What quantity of dwellings are demands by type and price? 

3. Will the district plan enable houses that meets all demand, in particular the 

lower income households? 

4. Will there be a competitive land development market enabled by the 

proposed plan, and in particular is there enough competition in the 

greenfield areas? 

5. Will demand be fully met in terms of both price and quantity? 

 Mr Heath and Mr Osborne have not answered these questions.   

 Mr Heath and Mr Osborn estimate realised capacity for 6,719 Terrace Houses and 

Stand Alone dwellings within the Commercial Zones.  These dwellings are on lots of 

50-100m2.  In total, these dwellings would utilise 46 hectares of Commercial Zone 

land.  This is the majority of the 50 hectares of Commercial Zone land under the PDP.  

This outcome is practically impossible as it would need to displace nearly all business 

activity from the Commercial Zones.  It is unlikely that there is demand for these small 

terrace and stand alone dwellings in the Commercial Zones, given they have an 

average lot size of 80m2, an average floor area of 80m2 and an average price of 

$870,000.  Mr Heath and Mr Osborne rely on this realised capacity (80m2 dwellings on 

80m2 lots) in the Commercial Zones to provide for 63% of the districts future housing 

 
11 NPS-UD: Policy 1(a(i)) 
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needs.  This is unrealistic.  If it were to eventuate (hypothetically) it would undermine 

the Commercial zones and the economy.  In my opinion there should be no reliance 

on this capacity to meet the district’s future housing needs, and instead the district 

should rely solely on the residential zones.     

 Within the Residential Zones, Mr Heath and Mr Osborne estimate only 55 dwellings 

(1% of total realised capacity) is expected to be realised for less than $600,000 under 

the PDP.  However, there is demand for 5,900 dwellings for under $600,000 (54% of 

all demand) meaning the greenfield locations will need to provide 5,850 dwellings for 

under $600,000.  Mr Heath and Mr Osborne’s model therefore confirms that the PDP 

will not enable housing that is in broad terms affordable or in-line with the demand of 

the average resident.  This outcome would result in ongoing high housing prices and 

rents, which Mr Heath and Mr Osborne indicate is normal or inevitable. This would 

have significant economic costs that would outweigh any of the benefits Mr Heath and 

Mr Osborne perceive to occur from intensification.  

 The modelling provided by Mr Heath and Mr Osborne confirms that infill and 

development housing under the PDP will not be affordable and will not the demand of 

the majority of the population.  This will mean the district will rely almost entirely on 

greenfield land to meet the future housing needs of the population.   

 A total of 256 dwellings were built each year, on average, over the March 2020-2022 

period.  This is approximately half (51%) of the 500 dwellings demanded per annum, 

indicating a further 244 dwellings per annum are required to keep pace with demand.    

 Of the 256 dwellings built annually, 210 (82%) were on greenfield sites, and 46 (18%) 

were in infill/redevelopment sites.  This shows infill/redevelopment construction has a 

minor role in dwelling construction, which is a typical infill/redevelopment ratio for 

small-medium cities.  Infill/redevelopment typically only occurs to any significant extent 

in larger cities that have significant congestion and housing affordability issues.   

 The construction of 256 dwellings per annum falls short of demand for 500 dwellings 

per annum (estimated by Porirua City Council).   

 Only 46 infill/redevelopment dwellings occurred annually over the past two-year 

period.  Given the PDP does not materially increase the potentially for 

infill/redevelopment when compared to the ODP (i.e. the infill/redevelopment 

provisions are in large part the same under both plans) this means that greenfield land 

will need to account for approximately 454 dwellings annually to keep pace with 

demand (of 500 dwellings per annum).   

 A small sample of infill/redevelopment feasibility assessments under the PDP have 

been undertaken. The main findings are: 

• Only one infill stand alone property are commercially feasible.   
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• No terrace house redevelopment properties are commercially feasible. 

• Two thirds of the greenfield site properties were commercially feasible for 

terrace house development.    

 This indicates that the infill and redevelopment properties have a low level of 

commercial feasibility, or that the price of these dwellings is higher than demanded.  

This is confirmed by the analysis of the actual builds that have occurred over the past 

two year, with only 46 infill and development dwelling being completed annually.  This 

is also confirmed by the analysis completed by The Property Group in their 2019 

report which evaluated the commercial feasibility of medium density housing:  

 Objective 2 of the NPS-UD requires competitive land and development markets. The 

Herfindahl-Hirschman index analysis is considered to be the best tool in determining 

the competitiveness of market, and for example is used by the Commerce 

Commission.  The H-H index analysis has been used to determine whether the PDP 

meets this Objective of the NPS-UD to have competitive land and development 

markets. Property Economics has not addressed this key objective in their reporting.  

 The H-H index analysis indicates that the Porirua City greenfield market would be 

‘moderately concentrated’ under the PDP, with a value of 2,060. By 2024, H-H index 

analysis indicates the market will be highly concentrated once the supply from small 

developments is exhausted. 

 When accounting for land banking, the H-H index has a value of 4,060, indicating that 

the greenfield market is ‘highly concentrated’ under the PDP. The H-H index continues 

to increase to 6,150 in 2025 to 10,000 in 2029. 

 The H-H index analysis supports the conclusion that the PDP does not have sufficient 

residential land to enable affordable housing or a sufficient quantity of dwellings to 

meet demand.  This will result in significant economic and social costs that become 

progressively worse over time.  Most notably, the average house price would exceed 

$900,000 or $1 million within a few years and population growth will slow or start to 

decline.   

 In order for PDP to meet housing demand for 500 dwellings per annum over the next 

decade, there would need to be a decrease in price.  The average price of a house in 

Porirua would need to drop from $963,000 to (for example) $500,000 in order to meet 

demand.  It should be noted that the ‘price elasticity of demand’ for housing in Porirua 

would need to be determined in order to estimate the approximate price of housing 

that would be required to meet demand.  As context, the average price of dwellings 

demanded in Porirua is estimated at $560,000 (accounting for income and the ability 

for households to raise a mortgage).   
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 The PDP does not meet the requirements of the NPS-UD which requires the demand 

for housing, by type and price, is met12.   

 In conclusion, the PDP does not have sufficient residential land to enable affordable 

housing or a sufficient quantity of dwellings to meet demand.  This will result in 

significant economic and social costs that become progressively worse over time.  

Most notably, the average house price would exceed $900,000 or $1 million within a 

few years and population growth will slow or start to decline.  The PDP does not meet 

the requirements of the NPS-UD which requires the demand for housing, by type and 

price, is met.  

 

Name: Adam Thompson 

 

Date: 20 June 2022 

 

  

 
12NPS-UD: Policy 1(a(i) 
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13. APPENDIX 1 –COMMERCIAL FEASIBILITY TABLES 

Figure 15: Infill Stand Alone Small Unit Development Feasibilities (General Residential 

Zone) 
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Figure 16: Infill Stand Alone Medium Unit Development Feasibilities (General 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 17: Infill Stand Alone Large Unit Development Feasibilities (General Residential 

Zone) 
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Figure 19: Infill Stand Alone Small Unit Development Feasibilities (Medium Density 

Residential Zone) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 Page 36/48 

 

Figure20: Infill Stand Alone Medium Unit Development Feasibilities (Medium Density 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 18: Infill Stand Alone Large Unit Development Feasibilities (Medium Density 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 19: Infill Terrace House Small Unit Development Feasibilities (General 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 20: Infill Terrace House Medium Unit Development Feasibilities (General 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 21: Infill Terrace House Large Unit Development Feasibilities (General 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 22: Infill Terrace House Small Unit Development Feasibilities (Medium Density 

Residential Zone) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

  



 Page 42/48 

 

Figure 23: Infill Terrace House Medium Unit Development Feasibilities (Medium 

Density Residential Zone) 
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Figure 24: Infill Terrace House Large Unit Development Feasibilities (Medium Density 

Residential Zone) 
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Figure 25: Greenfield Area Terrace House Small Unit Development Feasibilities 
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Figure 26: Greenfield Area Terrace House Medium Unit Development Feasibilities 
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Figure30: Greenfield Area Terrace House Large Unit Development Feasibilities 
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14. APPENDIX 2: COMMERCIAL FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

METHODOLOGY AND SITE LIST 

 Sites were chosen at random from within the existing urban area. Different residential 

zones were chosen for each dwelling type based on the zone’s expected development 

density. 

 Sales prices were derived from recent sales of new dwellings in Porirua at the suburb 

level for different types of dwellings. Using this information in conjunction with 

differences in ratable values at the suburb level enables the allocation of each suburb 

to a particular decile. The use of ratable values enables the estimation of achievable 

sales prices for suburbs that have no recent sales. Achievable sales prices differ by 

decile, dwelling size, and dwelling type. 

 Construction costs per sqm are derived from QV cost builder. Other costs used in the 

feasibility assessment are derived from industry knowledge. 

Figure 27: Development Feasibility Site Details 
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Figure 282: Indicative New Stand Alone Sale Price by Suburb 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 293: Indicative New Terrace House Sale Price by Suburb 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


